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The authors consider the special education research 
studies conducted for tne Special Education Department of tne Dallas 
Independent School District. The Dallas evaluation aodei utilized a 
modification of the CIPP model which delineated tour kinds or 
evaluation information: context (which describes the stat* or the 
world before intervention) , input (which describes the intervention 
strategies) , process (which describes the implementation or 
strategies) , and product (which describes the impact oi 
intervention). Forty-seven research studies conducted over an d year 
interval addressed research questions falling into seven categories: 
context/needs, student description, model description, fuactional 
quality, model effects, people reaction, and cost. Si;; major topicai 
areas were covered by research and evaluation eftorts — mainstream 
programing 1972-1977, Child Find Project 1975-1980, early 
intervention 1975-1981, individualized education program 
implementation 1972-1979, programing for emotionally disturbed 
children 1978-1981, and standardized testing 1976-1*77 ana 1980-1*81. 
Some study outcomes were that more than half the IEPs sampled did not 
include annual goals in concert with short term objectives and test 
performance by special students was low. (SB) 
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Eight Years of Special Education Evaluation in a 
Large Urban School District 4 

A major development in service provision for handicapped people was 
federal legislation emoodied m Public Law 94-142. Ttus law, enacted in 
November 1975, mandated "free public education" for all handicapped 
bcudents between the ages of tnree and twenty-one years. P. L. 94-142 
specifies that an Individualized Educational Program (IEP) must be 
jointly developed by the regular and special education teachers, support 
personnel, and parents for each child stating an analysis of the child's 
present achievement level, a listing of both short range and annual 
goals, and identification or specific services that will be provided, and 
an indication of the extent to whicn the chili will be aole to 
participate in regular school programs. Finally, P. L. 94-142 has 
mandated t.nat handicapped students be pj iced in the least restrictive 
environment -{Congress 39, 1977). 

While P. L. 34-142 nas been a revolution in services for oandicapped 
children, it nas also provided impetus for renewed and intensified 
res-ax ;n and evaluation in special education progams. The Bureau of 
Education for tne I-bndioapped in the former U. S. Office >f Education 
omnissiane. several criteria study papers and panels to levelop methods 
to assist states in implementing the major provisions of Public Law 
94-142. This venture constituted i maior effort towari accountaDle 
implementation of P. L. U-142 and include! development jf criteria for 



3 Researcn reported herein eouli not nave oeen completed without tee ex- 
cellent cooperation and assistance of the administrators and profes- 
sional staff m the Dallas Independent Scnool District, especially th.it 
provided by Dr. Allen R. Sullivan, Student .Services and Dr. Ruth M. Turner, 
Exceptional Children and Youth Services. 
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implementing tne IEP provision (Stephens and Macy, 1978), tne least 
restrictive environment provision (Aloia, 1973), due process procedures 
(Budoff, 1978), and protection in evaluation procedures (Page, 1378). 
Otner 'workers have described many of the salient issues involved in 
evaluating implementation of P. L. 94-142 (Altschuld and Downhower, 1980; 
■Xinst, 19 7 9; Jones, Gottlieb, Guskm, and Yoshida, 1978; Maner and 
Barbrock, 1979). 

A major provision of P. L. 94-142 is tne least restrictive 
environment concept which is more generally the notion of mams tr aming. 
Research regarding trie efficacy of special class placement versus 
mainstream experience nas been mixed. 'While many writers believed that 
self-contained, traditional classrooms were the most appropriate 
placement for .xceptional children (V&rner, Thrapp, and Walsn, 1973}, 
ocner studies reported that mainstream: ng rial a positive effect on tine 
special child's attitude towari scnool, perceptions of self, and ability 
to initiate mterpersonnal contacts (Meyerowitz, 1967; Budoff and 
Gottlieo, 1974; Papier, kelson, C^irey, and Croke, 1972; Nfecy and barter, 
1379). 

A. review of literature revealed very f^w reports of studies wru rn 
evaluated the quality of XEPs. Project IEP, sponsored oy tne former 
Bureau of Education for the Handicap, involved a needs assessment study 
Dn IEPs in four states and attempted to iocument tne diverse perceptions 
of parents, teacnerj, and otner school personnel :onrer*urq TFT 
requirements ot ?. L. 94-142 'Penney, ^brrissey, Saf^r, i^"*; Saqstett er , 
Mornssey, Safer, 1977; Lewu , Mornssey, Safor, L'^77 : ^J.r^.r., s * rri3S'*y f 
Safer; Ander-v^n, Barrier, ind Larsen ' 197" 7 ) found v\ i -tiiy ;» 

IEPs m Santa 3a roar a, -^iL. fornix -rut ^ i jni r i z int lnrjrmat. r, us 
frequently "Hissing from IFF' locumenti, \ni improvement in the * dr.ril 
qua L i ty if : ns t r u ot i ^na L ob ] ec 1 1 v« i3 wa j nen* io i . S i mi 1 i r r : * > ■ 1 * * j r ■ • 
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found also oy an evaluation of lEPs conducted m the Dallas Independent 
School District (Reisman and Macy, 1978). 

Computer application? 'nave been cited in the literature as a way to 
conbat tr.e information explosion caused by IEPs (Letirer and Daiker, 
1978), and many public school districts nave constructed computer 
information systems as an aid to management. Pa. example, m the Dallas 
school district a computerized information system provides the 
information necessary for state and federal special education reports, 
assists administrators in the formation of class rosters throughout tne 
scnool year, provides information about special s orients receiving 
transportation, and assists in projecting enrollments for resource 
allocations (Reisman, Holt, Kocs>i.=>, Macy, 1980). 

Accountability of special education programs, in terms of the 
utilization of tax dollars, has been emphasised in recent research 
reports (Mittenfnal, 1976; Burqess, Nelson, tollhouse, 1974). Examples 
nave included a utilization review, defined oy P^wler (1977) -is a jseful 
tecnnique m evaluating treatment and cost effectiveness, and the 
Re'naniUtation Research and Training Center m Mental Retardation at tne 
University of Oregon has studied the costs of operating community 
residential facilities tnrougn ievelopment zt \ fiscal Mp?rtir>i s/stem 
O'Connor and Morris, 1979). 

Research in tne evaluation af vocational programs for handicapped 
people nas made substantial contrmuton *s well. The outcomes of 
yooa-ional education wer? .tilled it Ohio State 'Jruvers.t/ N'ationil 
Center fcr Researcn m Vocational Siucatitn (Darcy, L>80^ irs i it the 
Regional Rehanilitaticn Research Institute it fie Univer,.ty 1 v.u-.-r.a 
(Hills, 1'373 ). Otner workers have designed an aJmni orator , ' nanual t .-> 
assist personnel in improving the quality ~i mstru-tian an i ^ 
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supportive services to students enroLLed in vocational education programs 
(Wentlmg and Albright, 1978). 

Studies in tne application of re sear cn me mods in the special 
education student population have included discrepancy evaluation 
lYavorsKy, 1976), decision analysis (Saar, 1980), and applications of a 
program analysis system (Flynn and Heal, 1980; Demame, Silverstein and 
Mayeda, 1980; Sproger, 1980). The team approach to the evaluation of 
special education students was suggested by N&her (1980), and Snith 
>,1980) recommended a participant-observation technique. 

Researchers have studied also test scale applications with special 
education students (Antonak, 1980; Gottlieb and Gorman, 1975; Mealor and 
Richmond, 1980), and otners have considered applications of easel me 
designs (Murphy and 3ryan, 1979; Crawford, McManon, Conkim, Giordano, 
Alexander, and Kadyszewski, 1980) and goal attainment scaling (Garr, 
1979; Sonnad, 1980). Ga/lori-Ross (1979) discussed ecological theor/ m 
tne context of special education research, and Joiner (1979) reported 
procedures for using cartography in the evaluation of special education 
programs* 

Studies of early intervention for handicapped children have involve i 
development of Language training models (Bricker and Carlson, 1980) .and 
measurement of preschoolers witn norm referenced and criterion based 
measures (Mac TurK and Neisworth, 1978). An intervention efficiency 
index was proposed oy Bagnato and Neisworth (1980) as a metnoi oi 
measuring chili progress and program irrpac*-, an 3 others have considered 
tne special 'nethodoLogiraL problems associate! with research witn ver/ 
young handicapped cnilirJ n { Siineonsson and Wei gen ik, 1)75). 

* Vai i / iar^e zity pu*o]i^ schooL systems nave mdertakon fairlv 
extensive tieli-o-ised studies )t special v iucati:>n proarams m \p t efrrt 



weiun innovative strategies, improve program erri:i j ncy, ani 
demonstrate accountable management practices. In San Anton i o, me scnool 
district's research department worked jointly with a regional -iucationai 
service renter to conduct a three-year study of tne specie: education 
program, and plans called for continued evaluation of the special 
education program in terms of categorical components I San .Antonio 
Independent Scncnl District, 1976), Long-range planning m the 
Metropolitan PjdIic Schools of Nashville-Davidson County, Tennessee 
specified systematic evaluation of programs for exceptional cmldren and 
levelopment of a computerized information system for tne special 
education program (Metropolitan Nasnvi lie-Davidson County Public Schools, 
197 -J . 

Special education evaluation conducted in tne San Ju.m Unified 
Scnool District m California considered seven topical areas tzr study: 
identification and placement, service provision, least restrictive 
placement, performance, parent and professional satisfaction, 
professional development, and program management (Enell, l'~>^). Dat3 
collection melted student measures of attitude mi vr-ndemi: 
achievement, teacr.er surveys and parent questionnaires, an-: vir.in: stative 



ORGANI ZATIOrPiL STPUCTUHE FOP. FESEARC! 

ml I as Independent School District ^search arvi Evaluation 

IV.e 5iLii5 Independent SChool District (LSD), v-iLlis ^xas, 
...".•.•.•anc»3s.»3 331 square ailjs includes 135 elementary s-vjoI?, 2^ 

•nijji-? -.cnco.3, 21 oenur 11 jn scn-jcU mi Mgr>-t 'iiir • *-.". »j13. 
'_5-r.;-r. Mo v. sper-i* on r>. i'jet ~t .tor- 3 th ir. $320 v!L:-r. s- i "Lpi "/s 
upprox..T.,-.:-ly 1.4,000 peopLs ^o teachers, a inum 5tr-.-.?r j: ies, 
secretaries *rvl 3tner support personnel. Tne -tnnic pso: 1 !-:. :i is 
apDroximateiy 49% 81acK, 30% White, md 21% MExican-A;aeric-ui. 



rhe tit • ,f ^urposes ir.e Department of Researcri ani Hvaloatiy. 

iR&E) are tD provide useful information to Dallas ISD lecjsi^n takers ar.i 
to serve is an account \n lity agent. The process requires Jocp^ntive 
action rjy decision otiKers ii.e., curriculum developers, teacners, and 
administrates) and evaiuators. The iecision maker's role is to weigh 
tne evidence provided by tne evaluator and to render judgment aoout what 
rourse 3t action to ta<e when confronting any particular situation. 
Because tne decision maxer generally has neither the time nor tecnnical 
skill necessary to qatner and to analyze the objective data to maKe 
mfomed lecisjons, tne evaluator provides sucn information concerning 
tne reason action must oe taken and alternative strategies that are 
open. Thus, it is essential that the evaluator know enough aoout the 
iecision -naming process and tne information used m reacrursg a given 
iecision, to identify tne scientifically sound and useful information 
needed to reach an objective iecision. 

In implementing data collection and analysis activates, evaiuators 
share an ooligation with educators. They must provide information wrucn 
is valii and objective. Objectivity requires that they be free to 
1 ienci r / mi investigate tne viewpoints of a given decision maker's 
clients, constituents, and otner interested parties. Evaiuators have 
f^ur croad ocligations m tne evaluation process: !a) to focus 
evaluative information be provided; (b) to collect, organize, and 
analyze tnat information; (:) to administer evaiuati/e activities 4 art 
i) to cr^vide relevant evaluative fee'Iback to !ecisi:n maker- it all 
_ eve is . 

The ZhlLas evaluation -rvidoL :x primarily a modi t ioa' * ~:\ -i t > 
mo.el a^vocut-i oy Stufileoeam The JIPP mouel ielivjit-^ r u 

kinds evaluation m forma ti nr uont.-xt :c^rio?s tr^ ^a"? r * * 
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world oerore intervention, input descnoes tne intervention s^rr^ies, 
process descries tr.e implementation of strategies, an I product .Iescrioes 
the impact 3t intervention. T^ie Dallas application of tne CIPP model 
empnasizes context, crocess, and product iata. 

Special Education Researcn and Evaluation 

The District's spec 1 a 1 educa 1 1 on progr am is s t a f f ed ny abo< j t 500 
teachers, 150 aides, 150 appraisal team personnel, and 10 central office 
administrators. Instructional arrangements for the 9,000-11,000 students 
ser ved annually range from total self -contained placement m a community 
center to itinerant instruction for students enrolled full-time m the 
District's regular education program. 

In 1972 special education management perceived a need for program 
researcn and evaluation iR&E), and part of tne District effort today 
includes eixnt personnel wno war's full-time jonductmg special education 
researcn. Special education R&E is contained within tne District's 
:epartment it Researcn an 1 EvaJ nation, which is an autoromous -jv.t within 
tne Distn:t limim strat we structure, tnereby permitting more 
m leoenient researcn tnan is pernape pnssirla ctner settings* As 

wl^s^rat^i m the simplified fljw cnart iepi :ted : n F: J -re uxioial 
jiucat:::. TfcE .-3 ^r ^aniCt-i independent!/ -f *■ ie spec; il -L.jati.v 
* im i m s t r a 1 1 ve strc:ture. 

AnnML researcn priorities ar * -stanlisned tnr i -<_c^ra<-:/- 

croeess :>etween r&E rvr sonnel and speuiaJ educati n o ma Jement . 



>_r/.^^ i. < r r _> se .tjt \ . / j.i^s i r 



~>ar!" ral~. L\e r;s-ir:n 3 .esti _>n '-13 -oen tr>- L>iiL :rame*-r- : : 
n. ujii'.j .-iac-it:_f s^iiies. M iiM;^e:v m * :» : n:.-* *« c< 

jnoperativel/ 1.1 ve fmnilati-n it r^sear *i iu^sti >ns r*. *l 

all.^it.nc fin.^ 1 res^ur -e3 ^-r,p_»ns*- t: =>e^iiu\q: ; ' ^itinit- . '- rn::;r; 
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in,! a:o *in.t*Dil*ty needs. Some studies evolve from cast results, while 
y^ers -i: 31.1a te iue to new government regulations. In both instances, 
r^searc studies strive to provide accountability. 

TOPICAL AREAS FOR S" JDY 

Figure 2 illustrates the progression and development of special 
education R&E projects over a nine-y ar interval. Tne District 
implemented tne Texas Comprenensive Special Ed.^ation Program (Plan A) on 
i allot basis m 1972. Plcin A was an individualized, mainstream program 
r^r tne nandicapped. The evaluation of the pilot mains tre ming program 
■vntmued througn 1975, when it was implemented across the District. In 
~vin/ ways, Plan \ provided the impetus for development of special 
j» ideation R&E witJhm tne District. 

I; i L?74 tne evaluation of Project HELP, a three-year study to 
:eWiJ p screening procedr-es for potential learning problems, was 
.nitiated in cooperation with the District's community medical advisory 
:xxnmunity. The special education computer data base, maintained by 
sperMl education R&E, originated in 1975, along with the evaluation of 

'JhilJ rind Pro]ect (a program designed to locate unserved handicapped 
-mliren) and Pro:ect KIDS (a program for handicapped infants and their 
famiLies). In 1976 the Achievement /Attitude Tasting Study was 
jidertaKen, and a context evaluation of the special education program was 
initiated. 

In L377 tne impact of P. L. 94-142 was beginning to be felt and was 
reflected m the evaluation of IEP implementation. Also in 1977, i 
t^eors^ ical control stud/ was implemented to ievelop neu ^^s^arrn 
-net:v>fcjlogy f r application in product evaluation 3t" Pr:>je<'t .-CDS. iV.i.s 
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study attempted to procure quasi control group measurements for 
handicapped infants and toddlers, 

During 1973 four more studies were conducted. These included the 
evaluation of Project SEED (a program for emotionally disturbed 
children) , special programming for the severely /profoundly handicapped 
(SPH), Project KIDS Outreach, and the Multiple Careers Magnet Center (a 
part-time magnet school designed for career training). A screening 
project to identify hyperkinetic children was conducted in 1979-1980. 

Four new projects are being evaluated currently during the 1980-1981 
year. These include a longitudinal evaluation of handicapped infants, a 
study on special education student participation in DistricWide 
standardized testing, an evaluation of the crisis-teacner program, and a 
program review of selected elanents of P. L. 94-142. 

ANALYSIS OF RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

The foregoing considered special education research studies in terms 
of special projects and topical areas of investigation, but another 
dimension is the kind of information solicited in these studies. 
Classification and tabulation of research questions provided another 
means of studying the focus and nature of special education research. 

A total of 39 studies were completed in the 8-year interval from 
1972-1973 through 1979-1980, and an additional eight studies were 
initiated in 1980-1981, making a grand total of 47 studies from 1972-1973 
through tne current year, 1980-1981. These 47 studies address©! a total 
of 398 research questions, and these questions provided important 
descriptive information arout the rese^rcn conducted. 
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Heseircn juesr :,ns *ere classified into one of seven mutually 
e>clus*ive categories m order to understand better trie kind of 
information gi-'er. priori:"/ cy decision makers m the District. The seven 
:ategories and a oner explanation foLlow: 

Category Ex pi ana 1 1 on 

1) Context, tfeeJs Questions pertaining to 'Context evaluation 

or needs assessment s tudy ; so Li c 1 1 mg 
information in anticipation of some possible 
change. Example: What were the attitudes 
expressed by faculty in schools scheduled 
for Plan A implementation? 

2) Student Description Questions providing descriptions of students 

served m a given program. Example: Whit 
were tne age, sex, race, and handicaps of 
students served m Project KIDS? 

3) Model Description Questions providing descriptions of the 

processes and procedures inherent m i given 
model or program, soliciting information 
pertaining to process evaluation. Example: 
Did the structure of e» ideational plans meet 
program specifications? 

4) Functional Quality Questions soliciting a value judgment upon 

the quality of model or program 
; mplementat ion . Example : Were tne 

instructional objectives of educational 
plans appropriate m relation to student 
pto files? 



ERLC 



12 



; Model directs Questions isout the effecti /eness n a model 

or program in terms of progress made by the 
target population. Example: Hew lid tne 
ach i evemen t and a 1 1 1 tude o f resource room 
students compare to the control? 
6) People faction Questions soliciting information about the 

reaction of people (participants, staff, or 
other personnel ) to the model or program. 
Example: Bow did Outreach <=ite participants 
view the technical assistance provided? 
7j r^st Questions soliciting cost data of any type 

regarding any facet of model or program 
implementation. Example: 'What were t-he 
costs associated with data base operation-? 
1 reports results of tne classification and tabulation of 398 
research questions. However, one considration is in orier prior to 
interpreting the data reported m Table 1. One must note that the 
classification of selected research questions involved a fair degree of 
arbitrary ]udc;.nent on the part of the authors, and others could have 
opted conceivaoly to toe classified selected questions into an 
alternative catergory. Vr\e Context/Needs and Functional 'Quality 
categories included several questions whose classification may have been 
moot . 

A second consideration regarding the data reported in Table 1 
necessarily involves the tabulation of questions. For example, should 
the question, what were the gains in reading and math of pro-ect 
children, have been tabulate! as one or two questions? The decision was 
to count such a question as two questions, sinco it included two 



Table 1 

Tabulation of Research Uiestions Across Nine Years 
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dependent vanaoles. 'Ihis logic applied bisicUi/ tn ail questions 
except for tnose m trie Student Description category. In the latter 
oase, a single question including several, descriptive viri-. ies we s 
taoulateu only once. The 'underlying rationale *as that such inscriptive 
variables represented only minimal data collection effort, and did not 
warrant Jie weighting of given variables represented Dy the other 
categories. However, the tabulation research questions was tedious, 
and several questions were tabulated necessarily in a somewnat arnitrary, 
thougn not capricious, manner. 

Inspection of Table 1 reveals a number of interesting findings. 
Perhaps the rnost significant finding was that only 20.6% of the questions 
dealt with model effects. This contrasts snarpl^ with most educational 
researcn and evaluation m which product evaluation frequently receives 
major empiasis. In fact, educational research and evaluation nas been 
criticized for its overemphasis on preset evaluation (Charters and 
Jones, 1973), and tins ove.-empnasis had led to the poor utilization of 
evaluation studies discussed by many writers (Alkin, Daillak, and White, 
1979). Other writers have noted tne predominance of process evaluation 
m the evaluation of mental health services (Stevenson and Longabaugh, 
1980; Ma^cnrzak and Windle, 1980), and this pattern may be characteristic 
of researcn and evaluation conducted in special education -is well. The 
data show that about one-fourth (24.4%) of the questions analyzed dealt 
with model iescritior or process evalaation kinds of information. 

A second significant finding froir Table 1 was that only 2.0% of the 
questions solicited cost information. This mtu. - vely seems inadequate, 
■and one mignt expect the proportion of cost-related questions to increase 
m the /ears to come. The small ooserved incidence of cost questions may 
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.^ave been iue to inadequate technical expertise of evaiuators and tJ the 
comfortaole economic conditions of previous years. 

Perhaps the third striding discovery from Table i was the fair 1/ 
even balance among the categories. All the categories, excepting cost, 
represented at least about 10% of the questions, and no single category 
included more than 25% of the questions. This suggested that District 
dec l s l on -mak er s gave priority to a well-balanced range of information 
needs m researching the special education program. 

MAJOR AREAS OF INVESTIGATION 

The remainder of this paper reports on research and evaluation 
efforts in six major topical areas: mainstream programming, child find, 
early intervention, IEP implementation, programming for emotionally 
iistoroed children, and standardized testing. The District committed 
major resources toward research in these areas, and it was t nought that 
these areas were also of high interest to a wide audience of 
professionals involved m special education. 

Mainstream Programming 1972-1977 

In 1968, the Texas Education Agency conducted a two-year study of 
tne existing special education program in the State, and nationally 
recognized consultants recommenced major changes in the Texas service 
delivery model. Provisions for a new state plan for special education 
were spelled out by Texas Senate Bill 230, which created the 
Comprehensive Special Education Program for Exceptional Children, known 
as Plan A. In effect, Plan A created a mainstream individualized program 
for handicapped cnildren. The new plan had several critical 
distinguishing characteristics when compared to the former plan 
(designated Plan 3). 
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Plan B 



Plan A 



(1) Ponds were allocated on the 
basis of minimum numoers of 
identified handicapped students. 



(2) Students were grouped according 
to handicap label regardless 

of the degree of severity of 
the handicap. 

(3) Eligible students were 6-18 
years of age and learning 
disabled students were not 
included. 



(5) No support personnel for ap- 
praisal were funded. Appraisal 
was rarely the result of a team 
effort. 

(6) The product of the appraisal 
was a diagnostic label which 
established eligibility 



(1) Funas were allocated according 
to the average daily atten- 
dance of all children in the 
school district. 

(2) Students were grouped accord- 
ing to educational needs. 



(3) Eligible students were 3-°.l 

years of age and learning dis- 
abled students were included. 



A wide variety of instruc- 
tional arrangements were pro- 
vided, and the role of the 
special educator varied 
widely according to the needs 
of a particular school and its 
students . 

(5) Educational diagnosticians, 
psychologists, counselors and 
visiting teachers were funded. 



(6) The product of the appraisal 
was an educational plan of 
action which indicated class- 
room goals and objectives, and 
was periodically reviewed and 
updated. 



(4) The special education teacher (4) 
served a single role; the teacher 
of a special education class and 
handicapped students spent their 
day in a special class. 
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Jesign . The longitudinal study of Plan A implementation in tne 
Dallas ISD was organized into six phases describing management and 
evaluation phenomena over a five-year period. Phese I descnoed pilot 
Plan A initiation m one high school cluster from September 1972 through 
December 1972. Phase II described the revised pilot Plan A in the same 
nigh school cluster and extended from January 1973 through August 1973. 
Ftoase III dealt with the continuation and expansion of the pilot Pla~ A 
from September 1973 through June 1974. Fhase IV was a continuation of 
tne Pilot Plan A at the expansion level reached during Phase III, which 
included t*o high school clusters. The District-wide expansion of Plan 
A, which took place in the 1975-1976 school year, constituted Phase V, 
and E^iase VI represented the continuation of District-wide expansion in 
the 1976-1977 school year. 

The following provides a summary of tnese phases and accompanying 
tune periods: 

Phase I Pilot Plan A Initiation September 1972 - December 1972 

Phase II Revision of Pilot Plan A January 1973 - August 137 3 

Phase III Expansion of Plan A Pilot 1973-1974 school year 

Phase IV Ooncmuation of Plan A 1974-1975 scnool year 
Pilot 

Phase V District-Wide Plan A 1975-19^6 school year 

Phase VI District-Wide Plan A 1976-1977 school year 

Continuation 

Data 'were collected to evaluate Phase I and II oy infomil classroom 
visits, ooservations, and survey questionnaires to teachers, parents, and 
multidisciplinary appraisal teams (home-school coordinators, educational 
diagnosticians, counselors, and associate psychologists^ Ixirxnq Phase 

') 
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Ill evaluation activity was more intensive, including the implementation 
of the Plan A record keeping system, r^'iew of educational plans for 
completeness, arid initial investigation of student progress in terms of 
instructiona 1 oojectives . 

The Phase IV evaluation reflected a reduction in tne extent of 
process information collected, and there was a greater empnasis on 
evaluation ot student progress. Since teacher reports of student 
progress in instructional objectives proved to be a relatively poor 
measure, the Peaoody Individual Achievement Test (PLAT) was selected as a 
measure of progress. Also, during this time period, detailed evaluations 
^ere conducted comparing Plan A students to non-learning iisaoled 
students and to control groups within the Plan B program. 

The Phase V evaluation made use of two major activities. These were 
mid-year surveys of Plan A staff arid regular classroom teachers and a 
fall and end -of -year survey of educational plan documents . Phase VI 
evaluation included a staff development needs assessment questionnaire 
and a survey of Project KIDS parents. 

Outcomes. At the conclusion of Phase I, it was evident tnat Plan A 
had encountered major implementation difficulties. The predominant 
implementation problems were the absence of clearly defined operational 
policies ma procedures, a tremendous backlog in the development of 
educational plans, and delays in the procurement of instructional 
materials. Few written educational plans actually exited and there were 
excessive time-lags between staff ings and generation of plans. 

At tne close of Phase II, professional reports showed that ^bout 50 
Dei rent of the 551 Plan A students reviewed had made some progress. Only 
about 23 percent showed little or no impr-/ement (reports wer^ missing 
for 17 percent). In most cases, Plan A teachers were the primary 
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reporting sources, xrA tne reported areas of improvement: mcljded 
academic areas, social oehavior, perceptual skills, and others. 

Parent responses were extremely encouraging. Of tne 44 sampled 
parents, 73 percent said that their child received a great deal of 
individual attention, and no parent said that their child received little 
individual attention. Academic progress of cnildren was reported to have 
been even greater than expected by 70 percent of the parents. According 
to 64 percent, Plan A staff had provideu explanations which helped 
parents to understand their child's learning problem to a great dearee. 

During Phase III, Plan A teacher reports indicated that resource 
roan students had attained or were progressing toward 1,358 of total 
1,461 oojectives specified in all the educational plans. This was -an 
overall attainment /progress rate ot 93 percent. Most teachers jsed 
ooservation, teacher -made tests, workbook tests, and standardized tests 
to assess progress. However, one caution in interpreting these dita *as 
tnat teachers possessed a wide range of ob]ective-rwriting skills. Only 
35 percent of parents, as compared to 64 percent in the previous year 
indicated tnat Plan A staff had provided explanations and information 
wruch heLped parents to understand their chili's learning problem. 

Phase IV student progress was measured using the Peabody Indivi 3ual 
Assessment Test (PLAT). Analysis of PIAT scores consisted jf repeated 
measure ANOVA to test for the statistical significance of observed 
cnanges from the pretest to posttest and then the conversion ;)£ raw score 
averages to grade equivalent norms. Results showed 'Jnat Plan A students 
in all groupings (gender and etnnicity) n\3 ie significant pr 2 -post gains 
in all PIAT subtests. In most cases, the improvement was Si.:ru f . cant 
Less tnan the .01 level. Most student scores showed acx.>u F _ one-^ntn 
grade equivalent gam for one-month instructional time. 
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The :utu snowed t.nat m il.tios*" al*. :vjes, ".-^ 1 r ,:-r^ . . 
larger gams than expected. In a new jases, ^r- :r *5#-r/r.-« 
impressive. For example. ^iale Plan A 31 ac*. ? t'..>*r t : . • * \ - 
showed a gain in reading recognition almost five ^ntr.s ^r-it.-r '-^.o 
expected. The reading recognition gam of temaLe ?Lr ( A BiicK 5t.uer.ts 
in this cluster was even more impressive, out the nunoer 3f st,*je:ito 
tested (N=ll) was small enough to cast iouDt rr. tr.e staLiKt/ ;r tre 
observed increment. 

Expansion of Plan A from 3 pilot maie! to Ci itr :«t-wi ie 
implementation took place in the final two pnases vV and VI). EwaL^ati-n 
emphasized process information m ieference to pr >1uct information. The 
status of IEP implementation -was a major concern A nanagerne:;*: iuripq 
this time. The evaluation of the use of educational p' if. ioc i :r.er. t -o r : 
the quality of instructional objectives will oe iiicuss^i t>oc e :etn. 
later in tus paper. 

Student progress was measure! m Phase VI -sing r'r*je:t fi.Ji 

population ^ handicapped children from 0-50 montiis ;f age 1 . The _i ---r igo 
oompletion rate for individual children in STj"^* 
oojective per month. There was considerable variioiLii; 
in terms of completion rates Objectives compl;:^i r-^r -j 
range m rates was 0.0 to 6.00 objectives :>»r ivvvrr. IV 
statistically significant relationship oetwe^n r^inpi^ti.r. 
estimated parent instructional time or length of K i.ne ir t:i>* 
t. survey, 34 percent reported that their cn:li -mi Ta : - ^ 

Thili Find Project 1975-1980 

The Thill Find Project ev?d x*t*i etror" \ \r » « 
nandioapped population, pro /i ling fallow-up of r~r>rra,., v 
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ievei-vroent of referral procedures. During the first three years of the 
project, federal funding was available for development of the Districts' 
ZhilJ rind system. 'Child Find activities included a 24-hour telephone 
ar-swering service, a connuni ty-wide public awareness campaign, and 
■xi-site visits to cocnmunity agencies in the service delivery network. 

In addition to basic child find activities, the project also field 
nested a screening instrument developed by the Dallas Cbunty Mental 
Health/Mental Retardation agency to determine its applicability with SPH 
children. Trie project also operated two pilot developmental centers for 
5PH children. In addition, follow-up data were collected on those 
students who enrolled in the District special education program. 

In 1978, federal funding terminated, and the District integrate I 
selected components of the child find project into ts normal operating 
-procedures supported by local funds. Project staff was reduced, but the 
7:4— uar answering service, case management procedures, and referral 
foLIowup activities were continued. Activities conducted during previous 
years of the project such as regular agency visits, house-to-house 
canvas ing, and vase media dissemination were eliminated due to funding 
. imitati ons « 

Desig n * Research conducted m the child find prmeet by 

tabulating referral sources, monitoring the time ^pan between referral 
vul placement, providing a record keeping system containing descriptive 
lata on referrals and evaluating the success of child find activities. 

Outcomes Table illustrates five-year Tends for referrals in tne 
zinli find project. Parent and human service agency personnel each 
•i^junt*! toz more than one-third of all referrals received each /ear. 
"alias 1SD personnel accounted for an average of 14 percent of the 
eierrais. About 20 percent of the referrals refused special placement, 



Table 2 
Child Find Five-Year Trends 



Year 



1975-76 

(Jan. bo June 30) 



Number 

Referrals 

Received 



Major Referral 
Sources 
( Percer ) 



10G 



Parents (41.5) 
DISD ( 7.5) 
Agencies (34,1) 



Percent- 
Placed/ 
Placement 
Intervals 



37.5 
(N-33) 
&.1 wks. 



Percent 
From 
Targe . 
l>opula- 
tion a 



83.0 
(N=88) 



Percent 

Pre-school 

(Age) 



(0-2) 11.4 
(3-5) 31.8 



1976-77 

(July l^Jutiti 30) 



22b 



parents (25.3) 
DISD (13.7) 
Agencies (36.3) 



(N-130) 
10 wks, 



82.7 
(N=187) 



(0-2) 4.9 
(3-5) 51.3 



1977-~H 

(July 1-Uune 30) 



19 78-79 

(July 1-Mu/ 30) 



160 

(254 includ- 
ing 94 MllMR 
referrals) 



18 7 



Parents (36.9) 
DISD (19.5) 
Agencies (32.6) 



Parents (33.2) 
DISD (19.8) 
Agencies (28.3) 



63.8 
(N=102) 
13 wks. 



43.3 
(N=8l) 
14.9 wks 



93,7 
(N-150) 



90.4 

(N=169) 



(0-2) 3.1 
(3-5) 73.1 



(0-2) 24.6 
(3-5) 56.2 



1979-80 

(July 1-Muy 30) 
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Parents (29.9) 
DISD (19.4) 
Agencies (24.4) 



Q >f SC 



;}kjo1, unserved tkuulicdpped children 
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68. 3 
(N=151 ) 
15.9 wks. 



9 S 



(N-2L4) 



(0-2) 

n-5) 



26.7 
62.4 



were meligiole for special education, or moved out of the District 
before service initiation. 

Table 2 also shows that over 32 percent of the referrals obtained 
each yeac were from the target population of unserved, handicapped 
children, with the majority of the children referred having been between 
three and five years of age. The area of mental retardation (primarily 
on the trainable level) accounted for the majority of the nandi capping 
conditions reported each year. Project records from the first-year media 
campaign showed that approximately 1,000 window posters, 15,000 brodr-jres 
(5,000 Spanish) , 6,000 door hangers, 5,000 bumper stickers, 10,000 
telephone stickers, and 4,000 lapel buttons were disseminated in the 
media campaign. Printed materials ere disseminated also throughout the 
duration of che project, and there was limited use of TV, radu, and 
newspaper spots . 

Survey results showed that parents mosc often cited trie printed 
poster as their source of exposure to the child find project. The Jata 
suggested that the printed poster displayed in public areas such as the 
supermarket, laundromat, or drug store was the most effective means of 
communicating tne project slogan, "Public Schools Are for the 
Handicapped, Tbo." 

A house-to-house canvas was found to have bet;*-* -an ineffective means 
of locating unserved handicapped children as there were only twelve 
referrals during the first two years. Presentations to community service 
agencies were very effective as approximately 60 percent of the referents 
reported agency personnel proviied the project's 24-hour telephone number. 
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Field testing tho Developmental Evaluation Scale showed the DES nad 
public school application, but needed to be shortened, and two shortened 
versions were then leveloped. Analysis of DES scores indicated that the 
short versions could be used as a screening instrument. 

Follow-up interviews with special education teachers who received 
child find referrals fcund that attendance and peer-inter net ion of 
children located oy child firvrl were comparable to other special euucation 
students. Ntost students were said to be progressing, and most teachers 
reported no special problems associated with referred students. There 
were isolated reports of problems due to inadequate physical facilities 
or unique conditions of selected students. Most parents were reported to 
have been supportive of the public school experience. 

Early Intervention 1975-1981 

Project KIDS (Kindling Individual Development Systems) is a District 
model program for handicapped infants, toddlers, preschool children and 
their families. Ihe project, directed by Dr. Ruth Turner, was funded 'oy 
the Bureau for the Education of the Handicapped in the former U. S. 
Office of Education and is part of a nationwide network of early 
childhood programs for the handicapped. Project KIDS has sewed 
ievelopmentally delayed and pnysically handicapped zmiiren from 0-60 
months of age, with services delivered through three methods: home-based 
teaming program lor children from birtn to 23 months of age, 
center-based infant stimulation classes for cnildren 24 to 35 montns; and 
school -cased earl/ emldhood cLass units for children 36 to 50 montns. 

Project KIDS has attempted to integrate the child's parents into tne 
instructional role in cooperation with project statt, and to provide a 
continuum of education fra name setting to a school setting for 
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nandicapped rhiLdren anu their parents. The administration and 
organization of the project has been built around five components: 
children, parents, staff development, iemonstration/dissemination arxl 
evaluation. 

Project KIDS Outreacr. is a program designed to increase the numoer 
of quality programs for young handicapped children through replication of 
the Project KIDS model training, demonstration, and dissemination 
activities. The participants in the KIDS Outreach component have 
concentrated their service delivery efforts on the school -based early 
cmldhood population. The support systems provided to each setting 
include an appraisal/curriculum component, staff development, parent 
involvement, and a program evaluation component. 

The objectives of the project apply to local, regional, and state 
levels. The project nas conducted demonstration and information sharing 
activities to increase public awareness of the KIDS model program and of 
the importance of early intervention. State level activities have 
included participation in the Triple T Consortium (Teaching Texas Tots), 
a statewide organization for projects who serve handicapped infants and 
toddlers. 

To provide developmental profiles of the children, project staff 
developed the KIDS Inventory of Development Scale, a 323-1 tern 
developmental checklist of tasks sequenced according to chronological age 
0-72 months in four areas: gross motor, fine motor, cognitive /language 
and self-help. Corresponding to each item on the checklist, 
instructional guidelines, called MAPs (Mini Activity Plans), were 
designed and provided tne core curriculum in the project nodel. 
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Since Project KIDS has emphasized the involvement cf parents m the 
instruction of young handicapped children, parents also received^ training 
to expand their roles as major instructional agents for their children. 
To aid parents in increasing their teaching expertise, a competency-based 
approach to a parent involvement/training program was designed. 

Cfesign . Project KIDS evaluation activities centered around the 
implementation of an overall evaluation design in terms of context, 
input, process and product evaluation. This entailed the periodic 
nvonitoring ot project activities within each replicated component, 
assessing the extent of replication at each site, describing the 
replication sites and the students served, and assessing student progress. 

Product evaluation of the project not only included analysis of 
pre-post measures of developmental progress but also development of a 
theoretical control group strategy, due to the lack of subject 
availability for control group comparison. The strategy called for an 
expert panel to project test performance on the assumption of no 
treatment intervention and t^en the comparison of projected scores to 
actual test scores. 

Other methodology ur.ed in Project KIDS involve! survey 
questionnaires, on-site visits, and personal interviews. Considerable 
effort was conmitted also to development of Parenting Competency 
statements to provide a basis for training activities in the parent 
cotnponet of tne project. A Parent Self-Appraisal Inventory was 

constructed asinq top priority X )m P etenc y statements as items in the 

\ 

instrument, and reported ratings of relative strength provided the basis 
for selection of training activities. 
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Outcomes . In terms of model implementation, problems cited by 
teachers frequently focused on the KIDS Inventor/ in terms of the 
vagueness of wording and cri'ena, and its restricted application m 
certain areas and handicapping conditions. However, Project teachers 
generally reacted favorably to the KIDS model and cited the KIDS 
Inventor/ as a ma j or advantage o f the mode i . Teacher s 1 1 ked the KIDS 
Inventory in terms of its use for determining functional levels, 
measuring student progress, and developing IEPs for students. 
Additionally, the direct link betwen the Inventory and tr.e KIDS 
curriculum was a positive benefit cited by teachers. 

Classroom observation found that the KIDS mode J was generally 
implemented adequately m tne classroom, and there was emerging evidence 
that the basic organization and structure of the KIDS model assured 
acceptaole -continuity in classroom implementation across teachers arid 
schools. However, the parent component of the model experienced 
implementation prooiems, especially in CXitreach sites. 

Parents reported their perceived competence level on the Parent 
Self-Appraisal Inventory (PSAI) and then selected individualized training 
activities oased on the PSAI results. A continuum of training 
activities, ranging in difficulty and format, was developed for each PSAI 
'competency. Parents generally preferred tne individual at home 
act 1/1 ties as opposed to group meetings. Comparison o r PSAI ratings by 
parents and teacners' ratings of parent competency showed tnat parents 
rated themselves at a higher average competency I ?;n L than ; ^ie teacners 
rated parents. 

Pre-post analysis jf KIDS Inventory 3f Development scores snowed 
tnat cniliren in all tnree instructional settings (home, t,ent?r, *:vi 
school; typicall/ made significant pre-post gams from Septemo^r through 



May, Comparison of the average developmental age gam w.4 months) to 
the average ler»gth of intervention (8.0 months) for selected center -based 
children (N=26) snowed that the rate of growtn or maturation during 
intervention was 93% of the ncmvil rate. For selected school-based 
children (N=i:7), the maturtion rate was 124% (9.^ months ? 7.6 
months). Similar comparisons were not made for the home-based infants 
due to the large variability ir length of intervention. 

The first theoretical control study sampled 17 children from Project 
KIDS and four experts m child development and early childhood 
education. Results found that reliabilities of test scores projected by 
the expert panel for both the Bayley Scales of Infant Development and the 
KIDS Inventory of Development were extremely gocd, ranging from .81 to 
.95. Comparison of theoretical control scores to actual Bayley test 
scores showed that sampled Project KIDS cnildren (18 months and younger 
at pretest) performed significantly better at the end of the 12-month 
oeriod than the control on the Bayley motor scale but not on the Bayley 
mental scale. A sufficient number of actual KIDS Inventory scores was 
not available for comparison to the theoretical control scores. 

A second theoretical control study sampled 50 Proiect KIDS children 
and five expert panel memoers from the Dallas Metroplex area. Sampled 
cnildren made highly significant improvement in developmental progress 
during the 12-month pre-post observation period, and comparison of 
theoretical control scores to actual Bayley scores showed that tne 
Project KIDS children performed significantly (p ■ .10) better than the 
control, thereby indicating tnat gams were greater than woull have been 
expect Gu without orooer intervention. On the average, cnildren gained 
eight and one-half months on tne Bayley mental scale and seven nonths on 
the Bayley motor scale. 
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Ii dividual! zed Education Program (IEP) Implementation 1972-1979 

Public Law 94-142 mandated that all children in special education 
shall have an IEP. The two basic components of the IEP process consist 
of the administrative structure for development, implementation, and 
reveiw; and the written plan stating the Individualized Educational 
Program. The Dallas ISD format of the written IEP document was changed 
in 1977 to conform with P.L. 94-142 guidelines, since these forms were a 
continuation of the educational plan used in the Texas Comprehensive 
Special Education Program (Plan A), which was implemented several years 
prior to P.L. 94-142. This revised IEP plan included present levels of 
educational performance, annual goals, short-term objectives, extent of 
participation in a regular education program, and a description of all 
special education and related services to be provided. 

Design . Uv 3 evaluation of the District's ma in streaming program 
during the pilot operation and ultimate expansion addressed a number of 
IEP related issues. During each of the six mainstr earning phases the 
status of educational plans were analyzed. As detailed earlier in this 
paper, methods used for evaluation included classroan observations, 
teacher questionnaires, reviewing educational plans for completeness, and 
investigating student progress measured oy attainment of instructional 
objectives. 

The evaluation of lEPs continued after Plan A was expanded 
Di-itri^t-wide. In 1978 a study surveyed a sample of IEP documents for 
completeness and technical quality of msructional objectives. Data were 
collected also with questionnaires from special educators during staff 
development days. Results of tne study addressed current status of IEP 
documents and identified staff development needs. 




Outcomes. Educational plan documents generally reflected good 
instructional expertise m the second year of Plan A implementation 
(1973), but tne writing of instructional objectives 'was an area in need 
of improvement. A later Plan A evaluation study found that plan 
documents were generally complete in terms of required information but 
that the writing of instructional objectives continued to need 
improvement - 

In 1978, results showed that IEP documents written by special 
education teachers generally met P.L. 94-142 guidelines, but a major 
deficiency was that more than one-half the sampled IEPs did not include 
annual goals in concert with short-term objectives. In addition, the 
instructional objectives were technically complete in 33 percent of 
IEPs- however, these two criteria were complete in almost 100 percent of 
IEPs developed by speech pathologists. 

The study also revealed an interesting discrepancy between IEP 
expertise as reported by special education teachers and as evidenced in 
sampled IEP documents. About 93 percent of the staff reported 
understanding the distinction between annual goals and snort -term 
oojectives, but only 42 percent of sampled teachers specified both goals 
-and oojectives m the IEP documents. Both teachers and special, education 
coordinators cited difficulty in specifying master/ dates for 
instructional oojectives, and 60 percent of sampled IEPg contained 
mastery dates- These results seemed co reflect the complex issues 
involved in IEP development in that staff development training might not 
always have been translated into the written IEPs. 

Evaluation to date has shown also that the curricular scope of 
instructional objectives specified m IEPs has been generally much less 
comprehensive than desired. Five thousand objectives specified for 1,502 
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students ^re reviewed m 1978, and it was found tnat about »50 percent jf 
the objectives dealt with math and language arts. Less than five percent 
ot sampled Defectives were m the area of perceptual -'motor skills, which 
indicated an vniDalance m tne curncuiar content for handicapped 
students, especially since tne motor domain is typically a deficient area 
for many handicapped children* 

Programming for flnotionally Disturbed Children 1978-1981 

Project SEED (Structured Environment for tne Bnotionally Disturoed) 
is a District model program for emotionally disturbed students. The 
program is designed to or-amze tne instructional ecology for more 
severely disturbed students ^ough the provision of carefully sequenced 
experiences. The focus of tne sequence was the provision of carefully 
identified increments of learning provided within three structured levels 
which were to allow the severely disturoed student to be accommodated m 
increasing!/ less restrictive environments* The components jf the 
tnree-ievel structured environment included behavior management 
strategies, curriculum interventions jf parental involvement, and 
theraneutxc interventions (group and individual counseling suopoi* x 

The i? 7c M3G school year was the second year of the program's 
propose! tnree-year developmental period. Second year implement at ion 
focused on tne r e f 1 nement o f program component s ar„( i on con tnui ng ne 
delivery of services to enotionally disturbed students. Project SEED was 
impleinented in two schools, one elementary one secondary, where tne 

regular continuum of curriculum and student services was provi led m botn 
regular and special education classrooms. 

Design > Assessment of project implementation was oased on 
specifications detailed in the project grant, and other evaluation lata 
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ooUe.'tel during tr.e 19 7 9-8Q year include'! rlassroom ooservat ; ~ns and 
attendance, behavior, and parent involvement lata from project records, 
rhe Wide Range ^enlevement Test *as used to gatner a measure of 
educational progress. 

Outcomes . Ten proolem areas were identified during tne first year 
of program implementation. 'These proolem areas were addressed oy the 
management team during regularly scheduled meetings throughout the 
1979-80 year. Mtemative actions were discussed and decisions made 
concerning adaptation of project poller/. These areas were: an 
identifiaDle approach to instructional programming, a systematic and 
consistent counseling program, expansion of parent involvement, 
estaolishment of consistent criteria tor student progress, completion of 
ouilding modification, placement of full staff, administration of 
standardized tests of academic achievement and self-concept, identifiaDle 
process for ma mstr earning, management-start interaction and supervision 
of students oeyond tne project's physical setting. 

v3ontmued study m tne second year identified problems in 
implementing the project *hich remained from tine first year (1-373-79) at 
both sites altnough tne problems were of a lesser degree :it tne 
elementary site. Of the ten problem areas identified at ttie end of 
197S-79, four appear- i to be resolved satisfactorily, progress *as made 
m two additional areas, and serious prcolems remained in four areas. 
The areas of success ^.eluded completion ;,f crisis rooms at oetn sites, 
placement of appropriate staff at ooth sites, scheduling of regular 
management team nestings and notification to Admissions, Preview and 
Dismissal (ARD) teams of the need for awareness regarlmg mamstr earning 
issues m the placement jf students in Project SEED. 



Impr overrent was sr.own also in administration jf tne WRAT to 
participating students at the elementary site. Academic acn lavement -lata 
were stili. virtually non-existent at the secondary site. .Mso at tne 
elementary sites school peycnologists appeared to oe providing 
appropriate counseling at consistent intervals. Problem areas renaming 
included: fa) lack of a systematic approach to provision of services to 
individual students; \h} lack of objective criteria for measuring student 
progress; and (c) lack of specific guidelines for structuring environment 
across levels of the program. 

Students continued to progress througn the levels of the program and 
return to regular education classrooms apparently having mastered 
school -appropriate behaviors. However, assessment of the actual 
contributions of program components to this progress would have required 
identification and implementation of procedures which were compatible 
with program goals and objectives, a condition not evident m project 
i mplmen ta t ion . 

Standardize! Testing 1976-1977; 19'" -81 

The Dallas ISD System-wide Testing Program consists of 
.norm-referenced, minimum competency, and criterion-referenced tests* 
Included wich these instructional tests are trie Texas Assessment of Basic 
Skills '(TABS) whicn according to Texas education Code i TEC) must be 
administered to all eligible students in grades 3, 5, and 9. In 
addition, all nintn grade students who did not meet master/ on tne 
1979-80 TABS "shall be given the opportunity to retake the assessment 
instrument each year the assessment instrument is administered." (TEC 
Section 16.176) . 

The District's Board policy relative _o minimum competency 
requirements indicated that Deginning with the graduating cHss of 1933, 
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ill eligible students must pass a functional Literacy jourse .Tier 
graduate and receive a high school diploma. Students pass -he f-nct;:r.al 
literacy course by correctly answering 70% of the total items ~n -ne 
Basic Objectives Assessment Test (SCAT) , Level 8-12. iteginninq i.. me 
eighth grade, the BOAT is administered yearly to each student wnc na* net 
achieved the passing criterion of 70%. It is also consistent witn tnis 
policy tnat beginning with the class of 1981, students who pass the BOAT 
will receive transcripts with such certification. 

Design . The basic strategy m the study of special elucation 
student participation in the District's standardized testing program was 
to match special education enrollment rosters with testing rosier s. This 
was done with some degree of ease because of the extensive :cmpiter 
applications m both the special education program and \:\ tne 
standardized testing program, once the population of special students *^ 
nad taken standardized tests 'was identified. 

One intent of this recent study is to investigate trie ev-or* 
wnxch participation by special students in standardized t?stmy 
matched previous guidelines and policies of tne District. Additional . : 
test score performance will be analyzed and compared in terms :r tr.cse 
students who were elig^le for testing and those vho were r> elijioi-. 

Outcomes, The first study of special student participation ^ .;.«r 
standardized testing program (1976-77) indicate! a surprising: ' 
number of District special education students (M»2,35Jj wh 
standardized tests (.Metropolitan Readiness Tests, Iowa Te^ts 
Skills, and the Iowa Test of Educational Development), but 
were speech only students and perhaps not usually tnouqh*- <t as '.avipg 
oeen special education students. Nevertheless, test performance - 
special students was low. Only atout 1/5 to 1/3 :>£ "he ietits sc:r?2 
above a chance level. 
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P*»,«lt.s from tne current study (1980-31) are not yet available, but 
-se *iil provide input to the decision-process underway to ^evelop new 
J.iieli-s for exceptions and exemptions for students regarding 
standardized testing and minimum competency requirements. Che expected 
policy outcome is chat all District standardized testing and competency 
t?sting will be placed within the decision process of the 
appraisal /placement team "who determines special education eligibility for 
r.v qiven stuaent. 
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SUMM&FY 

The 1979-80 school year marked the eighth year of continuing 
research and evaluation conducted for the Special Education Department of 
the Dallas Independent School District. Research and evaluation 
personnel 'worked very closely with special education managers throughout 
the po^t eight years and the current year, and studies conducted were 
responsive to managerial information needs* Special education managers 
and staff were rnost cooperative in the carrying out of studies and, 
perhaps more importantly, used research and evaluation results in order 
to improve the special education program. 

This report considered tne special education research studies in 
terms of topical areas of investigation and the kinds of information 
solicited in the studies. Content of this paper dealt witn research 
questions, methods, ma] or results, and implications for decision makers 
and evaluators. 

A total of 39 studies were completed in tne 8-year intarval from 
L972 through 1980, and *n additional eight studies were initiated in tne 
current 1980-1981 school year* Approximately 400 evaluation questions 
were investigated during this time. Classification and tabulation of 
these questions in terms of the kinds of information solicited revealed 
that 21% of the questions dealt witn j - formation about program effects, 
and 24% dealt with description of program procedures . 'While ther~ «as a 
fair balance of emphasis across six of the seven categories used to 
classify questions, only 2% of the questions pertained to any kmi ol 
cost analysis. 

Six ma^or topical areas were iescnbed m this paper . These 
include: mainstream programming, chili find, early intervention, IEP 
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implementation; programming for emotionally disturbed children, and 
standardized testing. The District committed ma] or resources toward 
research in these areas, and it was thought that these areas were ^lso of 
nigh interest to professionals involved in special education. 

The longitudinal study of mainstreaming and 1EP implementation was 
organized into six phases describing management and evaluation phenomena 
over a five-year period (1972-1977), As such, this was a five-year 
longitjdinal study of tne special education department's experiences with 
implementing an IEF for special students during the pilot operation and 
ultimate expansion of mainstream progamming in the Dallas ISD. 

The District's child find project, spanning from 1975 to 1980, 
evaluated efforts in locating the 'unserved, Handicapped population, while 
also providing follow-up of referrals, and continuing development of 
referral procedures. Child find activities included a 24-hour telephone 
answering service, a ccmmun 1 1 y-wi d e poblic awareness campaign, and 
on-site visits to ccmmunitv agencies in the service delivery network * 

In 1975, the District initiated efforts to provia^ early 
intervention for hand \ capped children. Most notable were Project KIDS 
(Kindling Individual Development Systems) and Project KIDS 'Outreach. 
Project KIDS served ievelopmentally delayed and physically handicapped 
children from O-oO months of age, with services delivered through three 
methods: nome-based training program for children from birth to 23 
montns of age, center -based infant stimulation classes for children 24 to 
siontns; and scnool-'oased early childhood class units for children 3b 
to 60 rnontns. The evaxjation of Project KIDS sougnt *~o provide 
ievelopmental profiles of tne children, monitor project activities, 
design guiles for the parents, and evaluate program 
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A program for the emotionally iiat-xbed. Project SEED 'Structured 
Environment tor tne Emotionally Disturbed), was implemented in 1978. 
This program was designed tc reintegrate severely emotionally disturbed 
students to Tl i^ast restrictive environment. Evaluation focused on 
providing decision makers with information relative to the degree of 
program implementation, the attitudes of teachers, staff memoers, and 
parents toward the program, and the achievement of the students. 

Finally, standardized testing of special education students became a 
topic of current administrative interest and concern. Studies were 
undertaken to determine the extent of participation of special education 
students on standardized tests and the potential utility of those 
observed test scores. Evaluation in this area will provide input to the 
decision proces i underway to develop new guidelines for 
exemptions/ exceptions for stodents regarding standardized testing and 
minimum competency requirements. 
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